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REMARKS 



L Claims 1^, 7-8, 11-14, 16-17, 21-24 and 29-33 Are Allowable 

Applicants traverse the rejection of claims 1-4, 7-8, U-14, 16-17, 21-24 and 29-33 uader 
35 U,S.a §103(a) over U,S. Patent No, 6,615,034 ("AUoune*') in view of U.S. Patent No, 
6,965,764 ("Plush") at page 2, paragraph 1, of the Office ActioiL Claim 1 recites a 
telecomrounicalions billing system including at least one server configured to interpret at least 
two file types, the first file type including subscription data associated with a subscription, where 
the snbscription data identifyies a pricing plan. Claim 1 further recites that the pricing plan 
includes an allotment of shared telecommunication units for use in connection with at least a first 
telecommunications service and a second telecommimications service, where the first 
telecommunication service and the second telecommunication service are provided by different 
operating entities. 

Alloune discloses a communication billing system including a processing system th^ is 
configured to process wireless service events and wireline service ev^ts, to generate total charge 
records for the wireless service events and for the wireline service evrats, and to generate a bill 
fi'om the total charge records. SeeAlhune^ Abstract In contrast to claim 1, Alloune discloses 
processing of wireline service events and wireless service events by a cross-application of 
unused credits from one service to the total charge records of the other service. See Alloune, Col. 
8, lines 8-27. In Alloune, the wireless service credits are associated with the wireless services, 
and the wireline service credits are associated with the wireline services. See Alloune^ CoL 8, 
lines 8-27. Thus, the different types of service credits disclosed by Alloune are each associated 
with a particular service and are not shared units, as recited in claim 1 . Instead, Alloune 
discloses a cxoss-contxibution to credit unused service minutes fix)m one particular service 
against a total charge record for another service. Alloune discloses, for example, "a cross- 
contribution could include the application of a credit for unused wireless service minutes to the 
total charge record for wireline service." See Alloune, col. 8, lines 15-17. 

Further, Alloune fails to disclose that the wireline and wireless service plans are provided 
by different operating entities. Instead, Alloune discloses multiple pricing plans for a single 
entity and a cross-contribution technique for shifting unused telecommunication units between 



U.S.App.Ko.: 10/655.576 



PAGE 10/19 ' RCVD AT 10116/2006 5:15:38 PM [Eastern Daylight Ti^^^ 



OCT. 16.2006 4:nPM TOLER SCHAFFER NO. 278 P. 11 

CUSTOMER NO. 

60533 

the services. See Alloune, col 8> lines 15-27. Thus, Alloune fails to disclose or suggest a pricing 
plan includijig an allotment of shared telecommumcation imits for use in connection with at least 
a first telecommimications service and a second telecommmiications service, as recited by claim 
1 . Moreover, Alloime fails to disclose ox suggest that the first telecommunication service and the 
second telecommunication service are provided by different operating entities, as recited by 
claim 1. 

The Office Action asserts that Plush discloses a method and apparatus for groups of 
subscribers to share minutes. See Office Action, p. 4, However, Plush discloses a system to 
allow groups of subscribers to share a single account with a pre-paid usage allocation. See 
Plushy col. 8, lines 8-15. Plu^ fails to disclose or suggest a pricing plan including an allotment 
of shared telecommunication units for use in connection with at least a first telecommunications 
service and a second telecommunications service, where 4e first telecommunication service and 
the second telecommunication service are provided by different operating entities, as recited by 
claim 1. 

Thus, tbe asserted combination of Alloune and Plush fails to disclose or suggest at least 
one element of independent claim 1, and of claims 2-4 and 7-8, at least by virtue of their 
dependency from claim 1. Accordingly, the rejection of claims 1-4 and 7-8 over the combination 
of Alloune and Plush should be withdrawn. 

In addition, claim 1 1 recites a method of providing a shared telecommunications account 
that includes receiving order data, where the order data identifies a pricing plan having an 
associated allotment of shared telecommunication units for use in coimection with at least a first 
telecommunicadons service and a second telecommunications service, and where the first 
telecommunication service and the second telecommunication service are provided by different 
operating entities. As previously discussed, the asserted combination of Alloune and Plush fails 
to disclose or suggest an allotment of shared telecommunication xmits for use in connection with 
at least a first telecommunications service and a second telecommunications service, where the 
first telecommunication service and the second telecommunication service are provided by 
different operating entities, as recited by independent claim 1 1 . ThtJS, the asserted combination 
fails to disclose or suggest at least one element of independezstC claim 1 1, and of claims 12-14 and 
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16-17, at least by virme of their dq>endei«;y from cl 11. Accordingly, the rejection of claiins 
1 1-14 and 16-17 over AUoune and Plush shoxild be withdrawn. 

Further, claim 21 recites a method of providing an invoice to a telecommunications 
subscriber that includes receiving an invoice file from a first telecommunications service 
provider, where the invoice file identifies usage of shared telecommunication units applied in 
connection with a first telecommunication s^vice and a second telecommunication service, and 
where the first telecommxmication service is provided by the first telecommunications service 
provider axui the second telecommunication service is provided by a second telecommunications 
service provider. The asserted combination of Alloune and Plush fails to disclose shared 
teleconmiunication units applied in connection with a first telecommunication service and a 
second teleoommxmication service, where the first telecommimication service is provided by the 
first telecommunications service provider and the second telecommunication service is provided 
by a second telecommunications service provider, as recited by independent claim 21 . Thus, the 
combination of Alloune and Plush fails to disclose or suggest at least one element of independent 
claim 21, and of claims 22-24 and 29-33, at least by virtue of their dependency from allowable 
claim 21. Therefore, the rejection of claims 21-24 and 29-33 should be withdrawn. 

2 Claims 9-10, 15, 20, 25-28 and 34-39 Are Allowable 

Applicants traverse the rejection of claims 5-6, 9-10, 15, 20, 25-28 and 34-39 under 35 
U.S.C. §103(a) over Alloune in view of Plush and further in view of U,S» Patent Publication No. 
2003/0045267 ("lEmmel"), at page 8, paragraph 2 of the OflBce Action. 

The asserted combination of Alloune, Plush and Himmel is improper, because no 
motivation for making the combination is provided by the references. Himmel discloses a 
computer program and data processing system to allow a cxistomer to transfer minutes associated 
with the customer's mobile telephone to a recipient's account. See Himmel^ Abstract The 
OjBRce Action states that it would have been obvious to utilize the invention of Himmel with the 
teachings of Alloune and Plush "to provide a more flexible system that allows users the ability to 
transfer minutes to another user having a different seivice provider." See Office Action, p, 9. 
However, the asserted basis for making the combination is not supported by the references. 
Alloune provides cross-contribution of telecommunication units between services of a single 
account See Alloune, coL 8, lines 9-17. Plush provides a single account Aat may be shared by 
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groups of subscribers. See Flush, col. 8, lines 8-15. However, neither Plush nor Alloune suggest 
allowing a user to transfer such ocedits from a user's account to a redpiexxt's separate account 
Moreover, neither Plush nor Alloune disclose or suggest transferring telecommunication credits 
between different service providers. The asserted basis for the combination constitutes a 
hindsight reconstruction based on the present appHcation. Therefore, the rejection of claims 5-6, 
9-10, 15, 20, 25-28, and 34-39 over the combination of Alloune, Plush, and Himmel is improper 
and should be withdrawn. 

Moreov^, even if the combination were made, the asserted combination of Alloune, 
Plush and Hinmiel &ils to disclose or suggest at least one element of each of the claims. With 
respect to claims 5, 6, 20, and 38, Himmel fails to overcome the deficiencies of the combination 
of ADoune and Plush. Himmel discloses a system to allow a subscriber to transfer allocated 
calling time to a subscriber of a different sCTvice. See Himmel^ p, 4, paragraph 0049- However, 
the transferred calling time is associated with a first service, and is not part of a shared allotment, 
as recited by independent claims 1, 1 1, and 35, from which claims 5, 6, 20 and 38 depend. 
Further, the Office Action acknowledges ^t AUoune and Plush Ml to disclose or suggest 
tran$f(^ring settlement reports to a provider of the first telecommunications s^rice, as recited by 
claims 5, 6, 20 and 38, The OflBce Action asserts that Hixnmel discloses this feature. 

Though Himmel describes an exchemge rate between providers, Himmel fails to disclose 
or suggest transferring settlement reports, as recited by claims 5, 6, 20, and 38. Instead, the 
system of Himmel transmits "an instruction across the network from one service provider to 
another service provider to update customer account records.*' See Himmel, paragraph [0050]. . 
Himmel fails to disclose or suggest a settlement system configured to transfer setdement reports 
to a provider of the first telecommunications service, as recited by claims 5 and 6. Himmel fails 
to disclose or suggest preparing a reconciliation report associated with the allotment of shared 
telecommunication umts and sending the reconciliation report to the first telecommunications 
service provider, as recited by claim 20. AdditionaUy, Himmel fails to disclose or suggest a 
method that includes receiving a reconciliation file from the second subscriber service provider, 
the reconciliation file indicating a portion of the allotment of the shared telecommunications 
units used in conjunction with the first subscriber service, as recited by claim 38. Accordingly, 
the asserted combination of Alloune, Plush and Himmel fails to disclose or suggest each and 
every element of claims 5-6, 20 and 38. 
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With respect to claims 9 and 1 5, the Office Action acknowledges ihst Alloune and Plush 
Ml to disclose or suggest a telecommunication billing system that includes a billing module that 
calculates excess charges when cumulative xisage of the first set of telecommunications service 
usage data and usage of the second $et of telecommxmication service usage data exceeds the 
allotment of shared telecommunication units, as recited by claim 9, and detennining excess 
usage charges when the combined usage of the first telecommunications service and of the 
second telecommunications service exceeds the allotment of the shared teleconamumcation units, 
as recited by claim 15, 

The OfGce Action asserts that Himmel discloses the features of claims 9 and 15. In 
contrast to claims 9 and 15, however^ Himmel discloses that conventional systems typically 
require a purchase of a block of pre-paid minutes and that usage that exceeds the pre-paid block 
is charged separately. See Himmel:, p. 1, paragr^h 5. Himmel fails to disclose or suggest 
determining excess charges in relation to usage of shared telecommunication units by a first 
telecommunications service and a second telecommunication service. Specifically, the asserted 
combination of Alloune, Plush and Hiimnel &ils to disclose or suggest a teleconmiunication 
billing system including a billing module that calculates excess charges when cumulative usage 
of the fust set of teleconununications service usage data and usage of the second set of 
telecommunication service usage data exceeds the allotment of shared telecommunication units, 
as recited by claim 9. The asserted combination of Alloimc, Plush and Himmel also fails to 
disclose or suggest a method that includes determining excess usage charges when the combined 
usage of the first telecommunications service and of the second telecormnxmications service 
exceeds the allotment of the shared telecommunication xmits, as recited by claim 15. Therefore, 
the rejection of claims 9 and 15 shoxidd be withdrawn. 

Claim 10 d^nds firom claim 1» which Applicants have shown to be allowable. Like 
Alloune and Plush, Himmel fyals to disclose or suggest a pricing plan that includes an allotment 
of shared telecommunication units for use m connection with at least a first telecommunications 
service and a second telecommunications service, as recited by claim 1 . Accordingly, the 
combination of AUoune, Plush and Himmel fails to disclose or suggest at least one element of 
claim 10, at least by virtue of its dependency from claim I. 
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With regard to claims 25-27, Applicants have shown claims 21 and 23 to be allowable. 
Himmel does not provide the elements of claims 21 or 23 not disclosed by AUoime and Plush. 
Thus, claims 25-27 are allowable, at least by virtue of their dependency from claims 21 and 23. 
Moreover, Himmel fails to disclose or suggest an invoice that includes a first 
telecommunications service, a second telecommunication service, and a third telecommunicatiou 
service, where the third teiecommunicatiorxs service is a calling card telecommunications service 
(as recited by claim 25), an Internet access service (as recited by claim 26), or a cable access 
service (as recited by claim 27). The asserted combination of Ailoune, Plush and Himmel fails 
to disclose or suggest sending an invoice to a subscriber, where the invoice iacludes usage of 
shared telecommunication units applied in connection with a first telecommunications service, a 
second telecommunications service, and a third telecommunications service, as recited by claim 
23, from which claims 25-27 depend. While Alloune discloses providing an invoice witih 
multiple services^ there is no suggestion in Alloune that Hhe various services are provided by at 
least two different telecommunication service providers. Accordingly, the rejection of claims 
25-27 over the combination of Alloune, Plush and Himmel should be withdrawn. 

With respect to claims 28 and 3% the Ofiice Action acknowledges that Alloime and Plush 
fail to disclose or suggest receiving a supplemental invoice file from the second 
telecommunications service provider, where the second telecommunications service provider 
provides the second telecommuiucations service, as recited by claim 28. See Office Action, p. 
1 1 . The Office Action also acknowledges that Alloune and Plxish fail to disclose or suggest a 
method including preparing a supplemental invoice, as recited by claim 39. See Office Action, p. 
1 1 . While Himmel discloses a system for traasfexring credits from one account to another (see 
Himmely Abstract), Himmel fails to disclose or suggest providing a supplemental invoice or 
receiving a supplemental invoice file fix)m a second telecommunications service provider, as 
recited by claims 28 and 39, respectively. Accordingly, Himmel fails to overcome the 
deficiencies of Alloxme and Plush with respect to claims 28 and 39. The asserted combination of 
Alloune, Plush, and Himmel fails to disclose or suggest at least one element of each of claims 28 
and 39, and tibie rejection of claims 28 and 39 should be withdrawn. 

Claim 34 recites a method that includes transferring order data associated with a 
subscription request to the second telecommunications service provider, where the second 
telecommunications service provide provides the second telecoimnunications service. Claim 37 
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redtes a method that includes traasfeiring usage data associated with the first subscriber service 
to the second subscriber service provider, Himmel discloses allowing a user to transfer credits 
from one account to another {See Himmel, Abstract), but Himmel fails to disclose or suggest 
transferring order data or usage data, as recited by claims 34 and 37, lespectively. Therefore, the 
asserted combination of AUoune, Plush and Himmel fails to disclose or suggest at least one 
element of each of the claims 34 and 37, and the rejection of claims 34 and 37 should be 
withdra>vn. 

With re$pect to claim 35, the averted combination of AUoune, Plush and Himmel &Us to 
disclose or suggest the specific arrangement of elements recited by independent claim 35. In 
particular^ claim 35 recites a method of establishing a telecommunication service that includes 
receiving order data that identifies a price plan^ which includes an allotment of shared 
telecommunications units. Claim 35 recites the shared telecommunications units are available 
for use in a first subscriber service and a second subscriber service, v^ere the first subscriber 
service is distinct j&om the second subscriber service. 

The Office Action asserts that Alloune discloses the elements of claim 35, citing col 8 of 
Alloune. However, Alloune fails to disclose or suggest "a method of establishing a 
telecommunications service", as recited by claim 35. Instead, AUoune discloses a system for 
cross-contribution of unused telecommunication minutes fifom one service to a total charge for a 
second service. See Alloime^ coL 8, lines 9-17. Alloxme assumes that the service has already 
been established, so Alloune fails to disclose or suggest rec^ving order data or establishing an 
account, as recdted by claim 35. Moreover, the allotment of minutes in Alloune are not shared 
units, as recited by claim 35, but rather excess units that are reallocated. 

Pltish is asserted as disclosing groups of subscribers with a shared account. See Plush, 
Abstract However^ like Alloune, Plush assumes that the shared group account is already set up, 
so Alloune fails to disclose or suggest receiving order data or establishing an account, as recited 
by claim 35. Similarly, Himmel fails to disclose or suggest receiving order data or establishing 
an account, as recited by claim 35. Hence, the asserted combination of Alloune, Plush and 
Himmel fails to disclose or suggest receiving order data or establishing an account, as recited by 
claim 35. Accordingly, the rejection of claim 35 over the asserted combination of Alloune, Plush 
and Himmel should be withdrawn. In addition, the asserted combination of AJloune, Plush and 
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Hinimel fails to disclose or suggest at least one element of each of the claims 36-40, at least by 
virtue of their dependency from claim 35- 

3. Claims 18 and 19 Are Allowable 

Applicants traverse the rejection of claims 18-19 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over Alloune 
in view of Plush, further in view of U.S- Patent No. 6,556,818 ("Meehan") at page 14, paragraph 
3, of the Office Action. Hie Office Action acknowledges that Alloune and Plush fail to disclose 
or suggest a third telecommunications service provider. See Office Action^ p. 14. The Office 
Action asserts that Median discloses this feature. The Office Action states that it would have 
been obvious to use the teachings of Meehan to modify the teachings of AHoui^ and Plush to 
allow a third service provider the ability to offer fixed fee billing to any and all calls placed to 
their subscribers. See C^ce Action, p. 14. 

Claim 18 recites communicating a combined invoice to a third telecommunications 
service provider, Meehan discloses that if a subscriber subscribes to a fixed fee billing coverage, 
a call to a mobile destination is routed to a mobile switching center (MSG). See Meehan, col. 5, 
lines 48-52. A designated landlinft switch generates a data signaling message witii the telephone 
number of the calling station included in an altered form, and the call is completed to the called 
wireless unit without accounting for air time charges. See Meehan, col. 5, Unes 52-54. Meehan 
fails to disclose or stiggest a combined invoice, but rather discloses charging a landline 
subscriber for calls made to the called wireless unit, hi contrast to claims 1 8 and 19, the calling 
party subscribes to a calling party pays (GPP) type billing system, so that calls placed to the 
called pany are charged to the calling party. See Meehm, col. 5, lines 48-52. Accordingly, 
Meehan fails to overcome the deficiencies of Alloune and Plush. Thus, the asserted combination 
of Alloune, Plush and Meehan fails to disclose or suggest at least one element of claims 1 8 and 
19. Therefore, the rejection of claims 18 and 19 should be withdrawn. 
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4. Claim 40 Is Allowable 

Applicants travCTse the rejectioii of claim 40 over Alloune, Plush, Hinnnel, and Meeihan, 
As explained previously, there is no motivation to combine the cross-conliibution system of 
Alloune with the group accoxmt system of Plush and with the us^ interface of HimmeL 
Moreover, there is no motivation to combine Alloune, Plush, and Himmel with the calling party 
pays system of Meehan. In particular* Meehan discloses a subscription service ^ere a landline 
telephone user can subscribe to billing coverage for any and all calls placed to a mobile 
destination from the subscriber line. See Meehan, Abstract This pre-paid billing coverage is not 
a shared allotment of telecommuxucation units, as recited by claim 35, from which claim 40 
depends. Moreover, the billing coverage service of Meehan is provided so that "neither party 
will be billed for the air time u$age," See Meehan^ Abstract. Since neither party pays for the air 
time, Meehan is technically inconsistent with the cross-contribution system of Alloune and with 
the caller initiated transfer of services of Himmel, since the system of Meehan would leqxiire no 
such cross-contribution or transfer of services. ITius, there is no motivation to make the asserted 
combination, except that provided by the present application. The asserted combination 
constitutes an impeimissible hindsight reconstruction. Therefore, the rejection is improper and 
should be withdrawn. 

Accordingly, clahn 40 is allowable over the cited combfajation of Alloune, Plush, 
Himmel, and Meehan, and the rejection of claim 40 should be withdrawn. 
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CONCLUSION 

Applicants respectfully request reconsideratioii and witibidxawal of each of the rejections, 
as well as an indication of the allowability of each of the claims now pending. 

The Examiner is invited to contact the undersigned attorney at the telephone number 
listed below if such a call would in any way facilitate allowance of this application. 

The Commissioner is hereby aufliorized to charge any fees, which may be required, or 
credit any overpayment, to Deposit Account Number 50-2469. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Date 
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